
 

 

Appendix N 
 
 

PUBLIC COMMENTS 
REGARDING THE DRAFT 

EIS AND RESPONSES 
 



Public Hearing #1 - Tamiami Trail GRR/SETS
1 8 December 2001 - 7 p.m.

Miami-Dade County Extension Office
18710 SW 288th Street
Homestead, Florida

NOTE: The following information is intended to be a summary of the comments received during the two public meetings that were held for the Tamiami Trail Draft GRR/SEIS. Under

many circumstances, comments received did not necessitate a formal change to the document. In addition, if specific information was requested on a topic, a respose can be found

under the column titled "response."

Speaker Organization Synopsized Comment Response Changes to GRRISEIS if Applicable
Rick Persson SFAER Sufficient flow can be obtained without filling in the canals. Noted None

' Impact to recreation should be taken seriously. Noted None
Canals were built for a reason and that was to control flooding. Do

not compromise flood control. Noted

Jonathan Ullman Sierra Club The road, parallel canal and levee are as bad as a dam. Noted None
Our responsibility is to retore the everglades. Noted None
Top state and federal scientists say to fully restore the everglades

you must build the skyway. Noted None
' The recommended plan is merely phase I of the skyway. Noted None

Understands the fiscal and legal constraints, and believe everyone is
committed to doing what is necessary to fully restore the everglades. Noted None

Good first step. Noted None

USFWS determined that Alt. 5 was the environmentally preferred
alternative. The COE should agree with this determination and state
so up front in the GRR/SEIS.

Noted - The GRR/SEIS describes the
benefits of Alternative 5 and recognizes
this in Section 5.10.3 as the plan that
maximizes environmmental ouputs
without regard to fiscal or other
constraints. None

' Should not overstate that the 1/2 mile bridge would "enhance aquatic
biological communities." The 1/2 mile bridge funnels the water
through the 1/2 mile section.

Noted - the 3000 ft. bridge does enhance
the aquatic habitat that exists in the area
currently by opening up the flow of water
north to south. None

How will the funds be set aside by the State of Florida and not be
used to truck in fill to build up the rest of Tamiami Trail?

Noted - A summary will be included within
the final GRR/SEIS that summarizes the
concept of the real estate agreement that
is being negotiated with FOOT.

Section 5.12 will be expanded to include more
detail on the real estate agreement and its
concept.

` Need seamless integration of any M W D project with the full skyway. Noted None

Speaker Organization Synopsized Comment Response Changes to GRR/SEIS if Applicable

Michael Chenoweth
Isaac Walton League
of America

` This project is only the beginning. The real measure of this is
dependant upon what you do when you're done with this. Noted None

Al Ovies SFAER I n favor of everglades restoration. Noted None
` As recreational users of the everglades, we have a very personal
stake in the matter. Noted None

Commend the COE for recommending the 3000 ft. bridge. Noted None
` This is a short range fix for a long range problem. Noted None

' Finish this project as expeditiously and as inexpensively as possible. Noted None



Dismayed in the decision to reject bridging of the Tamiami Trail at a
height which would allow for the passage of airboats.

Noted - An increased bridge height is not
required to pass the increased flows into
NESRS.

Section 6.1.1 describes what the COE sees as
betterments or enhancements to the
recommended plan. These can be implemented
given that additional funding is realized or an
alternative funding source is identified.

* SFAER considers the rejection of the recreational interest of the
Airboat Association as a warning flag of what is to come. Noted None

Recreationalists vs. exclusionists. Noted None
We have to defend our rights to access the everglades. Noted None
Urge the COE to show us through the actual plans and construction

that enhance the quality of recreation offered by the everglades that
the COE is doing more than just paying lip service to recreational
interersts. Noted None

Robert Miby SFAER * Opposed to filling in of the canals of the everglades. Noted None

Filling in the canals will put an end to recreation in the everglades. Noted None
This is a plan of the everglades National Park. Noted None
Trying to exclude the public from the use of park lands. Noted None

Barbara Jean Powell
Everglades
Coordinating Council ' In line with SFAER's position. Noted None

No group that has been wanting or encouraging implementation of
MWD more than ECC. Noted None
* In general we support the preferred option. Noted None

Speaker Organization Synopsized Comment Response Changes to GRR/SEIS if Applicable

* Current or expanded level of access for recreational purposes must
be provided as well as private property access north and south of the
trail. Noted

A more thorough description of the impacts to
recreation will be included within the Final
GRR/SEIS. If applicable, a map showing
recreational access before and after the project
will be provided.

Emphatically do not support the skyway option. Noted None
There are ways of restoring the water flow without the bells and

whistles option. Noted None

Brian Scherf Florida Bio-Diversity
' Disappointed in the recommended alterantive. Recommend
Alternative 5c. Noted None
* The recommended alternative is not consistent with the everglades
National Park and Protection Act. Noted None
* Modifications are justified by environmental benefits and do not
require further economic justification. Noted None

* The COE is elevating the economics and downplaying restoration
and the natural hydrologic conditions.

The COE has evaluated plans based on
objectives and performance measures
developed by the interagency team.
Economics were not given more weight in
the evaluation process than the
restoration factors. Given the restrictions
with MWD, this MWD project was only
authorized to construct a feature that
would pass the expected MWD flows of
4000 cfs. None

* The whole thrust of the act is restoration. Noted None



* Disappointed we are mostly talking about conveyance. Noted None
Need sound science and political expediency. Noted None

On virtually every environmental objective, Alternative 5 came out
higher.

When evaluating total restoration,
alternative 5 did rate favorably. However,
total restoration is within the boundaries
of future CERP projects and not
applicable with MWD and the restrictions
associated with it, ie. Pass 4000 cfs. None

Speaker Organization Synopsized Comment Response Changes to GRRISEIS if Applicable

Didn't see an analysis on alternative funding. This has to be put in
the final EIS.

Funding for this project is being provided
by DO]. A full causeway exceeds what is
necessary to pass the MWD flows of
4000 cfs. A full causeway which would
establish sheetflow from the WCA into
ENP is more applicable for investigation
under the CERP Decompartmentalization
study. None

* You can't have restoration without restoring the ecological functions,
that is why you need the broad sheet flow and why you need the 11
mile skyway. Noted None

Kelly Brooks
Lehtinen Vargas &
Reiner

* Miccosukee Tribe is opposed to the skyway that is proposed as
Alternative 5. Noted None

* COE should take maximum advantage of the infrastructure in place
and should only add minimal infrastructure needed to meet the
requirements of MWD. Noted None
* Must allow MWD to be complete by December 31, 2003. Noted None

COE has not thoroughly considered the adverse impacts to the
Tigertail and Osceola Camps. Noted

The COE will ensure that the impacts to the
Tigertail and Osceola Camps is fully explained
within the final GRR/SEIS.

* The Miccosukee Tribe wasn't a part of any formal advisory team that
gave any sort of consensus, advice or recommendations and it should
be clarified. Noted

References to the Miccosukee Tribe being a part
of a formal advisory team will be removed from
the final GRR/SEIS.

Joette Lorion
Miccosukee Tribe of
I ndians

* COE has segmented the MWD projects into components. This has
caused people who care about the everglades to focus on a bridge
when MWD was designed to do so much for the everglades. Noted None

Project area should not be 10.7 miles because the purpose of MWD
was to restore and benefit the ecosystem function and habitat value of
approximately 100K acres of wetlands in Shark River Slough, 600K
acres of wetlands within WCA 3A and 200K acres of wetlands within
the Shark River Slough Basin of everglades National Park.

Total restoration addresses the
magnitude of acreage restored which is
more applicable for CERP. For this
MWD prooject, the team evaluated the
i mpact of the project within the project
area only. None

The project is improperly segmented. Noted None
WRDA calls for you to complete MWD before CERP. Noted None



Speaker Organization Synopsized Comment Response Changes to GRR/SEIS if Applicable

The WRAP analysis and many other things in the EIS have the
wrong scope and the scope is more than this 10.7 miles.

Total restoration addresses the
magnitude of acreage restored which is
more applicable for CERP. For this
MWD prooject, the team evaluated the
impact of the project within the project
area only. None

* You're only looking at the Tigertail and Osceola camps and not
looking at how the Miccosukee Tribal community will be impacted by
construction or how it affects the perpetual lease from the State in
WCA 3A. Noted

The final GRR/SEIS will address any impacts to
the entire Miccosukee tribe, not specifically just
the Tigertail and Osceola camps.

Enlarge your scope. Noted None

Want to make sure that everyone can get in and out of the area via
Tamiami Trail during evacuation scenarios. Noted

There are no impacts expected to Tamiami Trail
that would impact evacuation scenarios.
However, in the final GRR/SEIS we will state this
fact.

* Tribe will accept no adverse impact on the Tigertail or Osceola
Camps. Noted None

Need an answer on how completing the project in 2006 meets the
December 31, 2003 deadline.

The Fish and Wildlife Service's
ammended Biological opinion for IOP in
April of 2002 recinded their
recommendation for completion of the
MWD project by the end of 2003 in order
to protect the CSSS. They concluded
that IOP would provide the necessary
protection None

Mike Richardson
tst National Bank of
South Florida

* Echo concern about the completion date of the MWD project in Jne
2006 and how that relates to the projects 2003 completion date.

The Fish and Wildlife Service's
ammended Biological opinion for IOP in
April of 2002 recinded their
recommendation for completion of the
MWD project by the end of 2003 in order
to protect the CSSS. They concluded
that IOP would provide the necessary
protection None

What is the impact of the diverted water flows are changed water
flows on the 8.5 square mile area and the south Dade Ag area?

There is no change to the flows from
previous plans presented to the 8.5
square mile area and south Dade Ag
area. The Tamiami Trail Project is
focused on how to safely convey the
project flows under Tamiami Trail. The
quantity, timing, and distribution of flows
remains unchanged. None



' Why were the water quality alterantives dropped out?

With the design of water quality features,
it was determined that the wetland
acreage lost due to construction of these
features had potential worse impacts than
not implementing water quality features.
EPA in their letter commenting on the
Draft GRR/SETS issued a lack of
objection on the prelimlinary
recommended plan; therefore, it was not
required to construct water quality
features. None

Speaker Organization Synopsized Comment Response Changes to GRR/SEIS

Mark Oncavage Sierra Club
* Urge the COE to build the 3,000 ft. bridge so that it will ultimately
work well with a full 11 mile skyway. Noted Changes to GRR/SEIS if Applicable

Urge the COE to not purchase additional fill for the road. Noted None

Public Hearing #2 - Tamiami Trail GRR/SETS
15 January 2002 - 7 p.m.

South Plantation High School
1300 Paladin Way
Plantation, Florida

NOTE: The following information is intended to be a summary of the comments received during the two public meetings that were held for the Tamiami Trail Draft GRR/SEIS. Under

many circumstances, comments received did not necessitate a formal change to the document. In addition, if specific information was requested on a topic, a respose can be found

under the column titled "response."

Speaker Organization Synopsized Comment Response Changes to GRRISEIS if Applicable

Unidentified male speaker unknown ` Is it true that this project is going to remove 240 miles of canals?

No, that is a potential action under the
comprehensive everglades plan. The
total plan does involved a lot of backfilling
or filling in of canals, removal of levees.
This is not part of the MWD prjoect. None

Brian Scherf
Florida Biodiversity
Project " Alternative 7 is not consistent with the 1989 Park Expansion Act. Noted None

' The recommended alternative is not consistent with the everglades
National Park and Protection Act. Noted None

Funding justification is not required.

The COE evaluates cost effectiveness of
all alternatives. Alternative 7 is the plan
that satisfies the requirements of MWD.
Any plan above and beyond this exceeds
what can be done under MWD and may
be more applicable to a CERP
implementation. None

Has issues with the facts that the COE says that Alternative 7
restores ecological connectivity, only 5%.

* Alternative 7 does restore some amount
of connectivity. CERP deals with
complete restoration. None

` The recommended plan does not use the best available science. Noted None

The Coordination Act Report contains a better ecological evaluation. Noted None



The EIS does not designate the most preferred alternative.

Noted - The GRR/SEIS describes the
benefits of Alternative 5 and recognizes
this in Section 5.10.3 as the plan that
maximizes environmmental ouputs
without regard to fiscal or other
constraints. However, alternative 7 is the
plan that is being recommenede4d for
implementation and the one that best
meeting the authorization. None

Speaker J Organization J Synopsized Comment Response Changes to GRR/SEIS if Applicable

	

I
" DOI funding should not be used for a contingency plan. Noted None
" Funds should not be wasted for raising the roadbed with fill. Noted None

There is substantial credible and compelling evidence that
Alternative 5 is the best alternative and not Alternative 7.

Alternative 7 has been identifed as the
plan needed to satisfy MWD
requirements. None

The EIS should be revised to should Alternative 5 as the preferred
alternative.

Alternative 7 has been identifed as the
plan needed to satisfy MWD
requirements. Any plan in excess of this
may be more applicable to CERP and full
restoration. None

Shannon Estenoz
World Wildlife Fund
Everglades Program

* Please that the EIS recognizes that Alternative 5 is the ecologically
preferred alternative. Noted None

* Recognize that MWD is constrained by time and money and that the
scope of this EIS was not able to designate Alternative 5. Noted None
* MWD will give the southern everglades and Florida Bay its biggest
bang for the restoration buck for about 20 years. Noted None

* Make sure that money is escrowed so that it doesn't come out of
DOI's pocket should there be overtopping of the road in the interim. Noted None

Richard Grosso
Environmental and
Land Use Law Center

* We support, ultimately, Alternative 5 knowing that the time and
economic funding and proactical constraints that are with us. Noted None

Do not preclude the full briding at a later date. Noted None

* Support the general concept of maintaining access into the area. Noted None

Full bridging is the superior ecological result. Noted None

Birch Willey
Fisherman of the
Everglades

* Concerned that whatever is decided on for Tamiami Trail would be
used as a means of impacting 67A and 67B coming up the Miami
Canal. Noted None
* Concerned with the filling of the canals. Noted None

How will Tamiami Trail impact the 240 miles of canals?

The Tamiami Trail project is not a pre-
requisite for the backfilling of the 240
miles of canals. None

Rod Tirrell Florida Sierra Club * Support Alternative 5. Noted None
Alternative 5 will bring an instant or almost instant benefit to the

public and it gives the public something as far as a return for their
investment in CERP. Noted None
* By raising Tamiami Trail to the skyway, you give the public a real
benefit. Noted None

( Speaker J Organization I Synopsized Comment Response

	

( Changes to GRR/SEIS if Applicable

	

I
* Alternative 5 will give the oppportunity to decomparmentalie the
system. Noted None
* CERP is the public inventment and is intended to restore the
everglades. Noted None



* Tremendous benefit by linking WCA 3B and Northeast Shark River
Slough. Noted None
* Urge the COE to continue the fine work on CERP and continue
returning a public benefit. Noted None
" Reconsider all funding sources for Alternative 5. Noted None

Gretel McCausland
IGFA Fishing Hall of
Fame and Museum " Support Alternative 5. Noted None

* Alternative 5 restores the actual sheetflow an dincreases the
connectivity that is desired. Noted None
* Don't lose sight of the big picture. Its one project, do it right not
halfway. Noted None

Brad Arnold

Trail Glades
Bassmasters and
SFAER * We are conservationists, environmentalists and also recreationalists. Noted None

Do not believe in excluding the recreational users from these areas. Noted None
Please with the decision to not build the 11 mile bridge. Noted None
As that before the proejct starts, during constructino, and after

completion that the COE keep the recreational activities of fishermen
and hunters in mind so that access isn't lost. Noted None

Opposed to the closing of the canals. Noted None

Bruce Rowlett Unknown
" When the Tamiami Trail was constructed some 80 years ago, that
was the beginning of the degradation to thesheetflow, of water. Noted None

What is left of the sheet flow could resume by building a large bridge. Noted None

Lawrence Strecter * No individual question, will speak with someone after the meeting. n/a n/a

Dennis Erich
Renegades Bass
Club and SFAER The removal of 240 miles of levees is a definite mistake.

This is a potential action under CERP, not
this MWD project. None

Family values are important and go along with fishing. Noted None
* There is not enough recreation in this area to begin with. Noted None
* Making a mistake by filling in the canals. There must be a way to do
this without filling in the canals. Noted None

Rocky Coile Unknown * The trail is not the enemy. Need to look north to the alley. Noted None

Speaker Organization Synopsized Comment Response Changes to GRR/SEIS if Applicable
* Alternative 5 is a great proposal, but we need to attack the right
place. Noted None

Billie Bates Unknown * Adaptive management also means working with other groups. Noted None
* Alligator Alley is a huge dam. Noted None

Alternative 5 is the best alternative. Need to raise the trail. Noted None

The 3000 foot bridge is not going to bring much water down, it will
hardly make a dent. It should be raised the entire 10 miles. Noted None

* Many costs were left out of the analysis. When the trail was first built
did anyone add in the 23 million dollars that will be needed to fix it? Noted None

The COE has not factored in what the benefit is of a healthy
everglades from a 10 mile bridge. There are no hidden costs showing
that would increase the death of the everglades.

Total restoration addresses the
magnitude of acreage restored which is
more applicable for CERP. For this
MWD prooject, the team evaluated the
impact of the project within the project
area only. None

Thomas Carracino Unknown
* Concerned with the impacts to the L-29 canal and the recreational
fishery. Noted None



By decompartmentalizing, you are fooling around with mother nature. Noted None

" Filling in the canals is a bad idea. Noted None

* Support the COE's recommendation of Atlerative 7a while still
agreeing with the environmentalists that 5a is probably a better plan. Noted None
* Its very hard for us to speak on these subjects and get our interests
heard. Noted None
* Where would the water be during droughts if there were no canals
out there. Noted None

It will be a disaster to backfill the canals. Noted None
Want to work with the COE proactively to get the right soluation so

we can keep these valuable fisheries and economic resources that
can never be replaced. Noted None

Pedro Monteiro Unknown
" Any alternative other than the elevated roadway will not be
compatible with CERP. Noted None

" Any other alternative will have to be torn down in the future to make
it more compatible with CERP.

Alternatives have been evaluated based
on their CERP compatability. If
Alternative 7 is implemented along with
the real estate agreement, the only waste
would be the approaches to the 3000 foot
bridge. All other infrastructure could be
expanded should a large expanse of
bridge be the CERP plan. None

* Alternative 5 will go the furthest in restoring the ecosystem. Noted None

Speaker Organization Synopsized Comment Response Changes to GRR/SEIS if Applicable

Restoring the everglades will be good for the fisheries. Noted Changes to GRR/SEIS if Applicable
Preserving the ecosystem is a family value. Noted

Frank Denninger Unknown
* The COE has left out providing a safe highway where the protection
of health, saftety, and welfare of the traveling public is concerned.

All plans that were evaluated were
develoed with the safety of the traveling
public in mind. Any plan designed and
implemented will be done with safety in
mind. There was not a specific
performance measure that wouuld
compare the safety of various plans. None

* Is the contingency fund mentioned the agreement under
development by the COE and FDOT? yes None
* Hope that there is enough contingency funding available to cover
any safety issues. Noted None
* Hope the COE has better things to do with the money than build
concrete barriers. Noted None
* If an elevated highway is built, need to make sure that a veiw is
maintained. Noted None

Louis Serra Unknown declined n/a n/a

Jonathon Uliman Sierra Club

* The road was built out of ignorance and wrong intentions, our
responsibility to restore what is left of the everglades before its too
late. Noted None
* Half mile that is proposed is encouraging, it could be seamlessly
turned into a skyway. Noted None

Need to get as much skyway as possible with the available funds.
Believe we can build three times what is being proposed in MWD.

Noted. The amount of bridge that can be
constructed under M W D is equal to the
amount needed to pass the M W D flows
safely. None

Encouraged that the COE is putting aaysome money that might have
been used to truck in fill.

Funds are not being set aside. A real
estate agreement is in development that
would prevent the need for bringing in
additional fill. None



None

None

* If fill is brought in and the road re-built, that is a signal that an
everglades skyway can never occur. Noted None

* Funds must be put away before the final document is finished.

The real estate agreement will not be
implemented until after plans and
specifications are finished for the
recommended plan. None

End goal must be seamless integratino of any M W D project with the
full skyway. Noted None

* Cost of building the skyway is miniscule to the total plan. The
skyway has the greatest restoration value in decompartmentalization. Noted None

Speaker Organization Synopsized Comment Response Changes to GRR/SEIS if Applicable

Joel Marco
Airboat Association of
Florida Thank you for wisely choosing the least expensive project. Noted None

There were two alternatives before the 3000 toot bridge that would
do the same job. The 3000 foot bridge is a compromise to the
environmentalists who want to get on this bridge and look down at
everything.

Alternative 7 after evaluation was seen as
providing for the most environmental
benefits given the restrictions under
MUD. This plan also would be more
easily retrofitable for later actions and
provide the least amount of construction
impacts. None

* Water does not go over Tamiami Trail. The water on the south side
is the same as the water ont e north side. Noted None
* No one has seen the south side dry when the north side was with. It
doesn't happen. Noted None

Its not necessary to raise the road. Noted None
Median water level is going from four to nine, correct? Yes None
There is no way you are going to keep 9 feet in the canal. You can't

keep four feet now. Noted None

We don't need a skyway, water is flowing and going under the road
through the cul-de-sacs.

The current flow is being passed through
the existing culvert system under
Tamiami Trail. However, with the
increase to 4000 cis, the existing culvert
system will not be able to pass these
flows without potentially damaging the
road. None

Don Watts
I GFA Fishing Hall of
Fame and Museum

* Will not support anything that takes away our right to a recreational
use of the everglades. Noted None
* Any plan that takes away any of the rights to hunt, fish watch wildlife
is wrong. Noted None
" We will be watching and insisting that recreation being a major part
of your program. Noted None

Raise bridges high enough so an airboat can pass under them. Noted None
A lot of small details that need to be taken care of. Noted None
We are going to support the right to fish. Noted None

Drew Gregg Resident * Have to get sheetflow. Noted None

" Have to have access for hunters and fishermen and the air boaters. Noted None

* The barriers to sheet flow are the levees. Makes sense to build a
bridge to give access to the waters and also remove the levees, not
put dirt in the canal, but remove the dirt completely. Noted None



L

	

Agency Comments and Responses to the Tamiami Trail Draft GRR/SEIS

Commenter Comment Number Synopsized Comment Corps of Engineers Response / Change to GRR/SEIS if Applicable
Emails by: Do not fill in the canals. The recommended plan does not include backfilling of any canals. However, this may be considered in future restoration projects such as CERP

Decompartmentalization.
Bob Bagnall
Bill and Janice Atkins
Frank Hufstedler
K. Marshall
Bob DeRoner
Thomas Carracino
Bruce Castle
Nelson Peeples
Capt. Phil Walters
Clemente Rodriquez
Emails by: Construct the bridge high enough to allow for airboat passage. Airboat access will not be negatively impacted by the constructino of the 3000 foot brige. There is presently access on both sides of the highway and

this will remain unchanged. An elevated bridge would only provide more convenient access between areas (L-29 canal to the north and North East
Shark River Slough to the south) that are presently accessibly seperately. There is no access currently between the L-29 Canal and WCA 3B due to th.
L-29 levee. A preliminary estimate of the additional cost to raise the bridge high enough to pass airboats is approximately $2,500,000.

Michael Warren
Clemente Rodriquez
Capt. Phil Walters
Keith Price
Nelson Peeples
Barbara Jean Powell
Bruce Castle



Commenter Comment Number Synopsized Comment Corps of Enigineers Response / Change to GRR/SEIS if Ap.licable
Gail Bagley GB-1 Advocate the full skyway be built in 2 phases - a 1/2 mile bridge for phase I

and the rest of the 11 miles for phase II (as part of CERP).

_
A full bridge alternative is expected to be considered in CERP.

GB-2 Should not use any of the money from DOI to pay the State of Florida for its
right of way.

The Corps is required to purchase real estate rights from FDOT in order to flow water across Tamiami Trail

Stephen Waters SW-1 Are there plans for boat ramps to allow access to the L-29 and the L-67A
Canals if Alternative sa were implemented?

The existing boat ramps into the L-29 Canal would not be affected by the final recommended plan or Alt 5a. L-67A Canal is not in the project area.

SW-2 The 11 mile bridge would affect angler who fish the L-29 from shore. Existing fishing access to the L-29 Canal from the north shore would not be affected by the "11-mile bridge" alternative.
Jesse Kennon JK-1 Put an elevated road dow the middle of the L-29 canal. Such an alternative was not considered because it would be much more costly without commensurare increased benefits.

JK-2 2 or 3 3,000 foot bridges would enhance the water flow. Multiple 3000-foot bridges would be unnecessary to pass the design MWD flows. Enhanced flows could be considered during the CERP process.

Michael Warren MW-1 Please support a bridge sufficient to allow airboat passage between north
and south.

An elevated bridge would only provide more convenient access between areas (L-29 canal to the north and North East Shark River Slough to the south)
that are presently accessible separately. There is no access currently between the L-29 Canal and WCA 3B due to the L-29 levee. A preliminary
estimate of the additional cost to raise the bridge high enough to pass airboats is approximately $2,500,000.

MW-2 Urge a second look at documentation disqualifying the Airboat Association
from all abilit for listin in the NRHP.

The Corps has determined that the Airboat Association does not meet the eligibility criteria for listing in the NRHP. In a letter dated September 27,
2001 the Florida State Historic Preservation Officer concurred with this determination A endix G

Barbara Jean Powell BJP-1 Bridge should be sufficient height to accommodate airboat passage for
recreation, law enforcement, resource management, public safety and
ecotourism. A bridge of this height would have added benefit to wildlife that
would be hesitant to cross under a lower bridge.

roviding or airboat passage under the proposed bridge would, in our view, be mostly or convenience rather than being necessary to maintain existing
access to these waters. The cost of adding additional height to the proposed bridge for an airboat passage betterment is estimated at over $2 million.
Concerning how law enforcement, public safety and recreational needs will be met if the Corps rejects the elevated bridge proposal, law enforcement
and emergency personnel would obtain water access, if needed, at one of the existing boat ramps. It's not clear how passage under the bridge would
improve response time by these personnel. As stated above, recreational needs can be met by the existing facilities and will not be adversely impacted
by this project.

BJP-2 Conveyance capability of L-29 Canal can not be diminished. There would be no reduction in conveyance capacity.
BJP-3 Clarification is needed that recreational activitise include hunting, camping,

frogging and airboating in addition to fishing, boating and wildlife viewing.
Section 5.4 in the GRR will be revised to include the additional recreational activities.

BJP-4 The plan fails to clarify that access during and after construction must
accommodate private propter both north and south of the highway.

Access will remain to all properties within the project area. Clarification will be made within the GRR/SEIS.

Florida Power and Light FPL-1 We understand that Decomp will remove the L-29, so our power pole line will
need to be relocated along Tamiami Trail.

CERP Decomp will look it this+D161.

FPL-2 The relocation of the pole line to Tamiami Trail will necessitate a duct bank
system with manhos in the 3000-foot bridge. The design of this system must
be incorporated into the bridge design.

The CERP decision is expected before the bridge plans and specs would have been completed. So there would be time to incorporate a manhole
design, it needed.

Florida Fish and Wildlife
Conservation
Commission

FWC-1 It is important that the real estate agreement be formalized before the final
GRR/SEIS is released for public review and that the appropriate changes be
incorporated into the final document under the description of the perferred
alternative.

A draft real estate agreement has been developed and sent to FDOT for coordination. At this time, the agreement has not be finalized and will not be
ready to include in the final GRR. The Corps needs real estate rights to flow water across Tamiami Trail and has offered to purchase real estate rights
from FDOT. FDOT would use or not use the funds, as it sees fit, to protect the unbridged road bed from damage from high water. Negotiations
between the COE and DOT are underway. The recommended plan will include the road raising and the placement of the bridge since final negotiations
have not been completed with FDOT.

FWC-2 Discrepancies regarding the siting of the 3000 should be rectified before the
final document is released for review. In addition, the installation of a wildlife
shelf on the west bridge abutment should be investigated further since this
may help reduce the mortality of the threatened everglades mink.

Recommendations have been made for the western terminus of the bridge to be sited at the Blue Shanty Canal. A final determination has not been
made to date. Consideration will be given to widening any shelf-like feature of the abutment design to make it more compatible for wildlife passage
however investigations into the cost will have to be made.

FWC-3 Annual surveys should be done for state and federally protected bird
species. Since the COE is currnently supporting monitoring of wading bird
colonies and snail kite nesting is the WCAs, an expanded scope could
satisfy the bird nest monitoring request. In addition, we recommend that a
survey be supported at construction sties to determine the risk of impacts to
the, threatened Fvernlades mink

The protective measures for Federally listed wading birds would also suffice for state listed species. Surveys for the mink could be considered if on re-
comment, a further explanation of the rational and possible outcomes were provided.

FWC-4 The means for measuring impacts to recreational facilites should be more
clearly defined.

The text has been revised to address the comment.

FWC-5 The real estate easement as described in the executive summary should be
more narrowly defined as being between the Blue Shanty Canal and the
Airboat Association.

The text has been revised to address the comment.

FWC-6 If the real estate agreement is in place, will the road profile between Blue
Shanty and Coopertown still be modified? A better explanation is needed.

No; the text has been revised to address the comment.

FWC-7 S-334 should be replaced with S-333 on page 4, Section 1.3.2, first line. The text has been revised to address the comment.

FWC-8 It would be more appropriate to state that the FWC manages WCA 3B as a
wildlife management area called the Francis S. Taylor Wildlife Management
Area on pace 32 section 2 5 3

The text has been revised to address the comment.
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FWC-9 Tree islands should be mentioned as being present within the Francis S.

Taylor Wildlife Management Area as stated above. Although rare, they are
extremely important habitats for a wide array of terrestrial and semi-aquatic
species of Everglades wildlife.

The text has been revised to address the comment.

FWC-10 Appendices A and B are mislabeled. Appendices I and J contain the
USFWS and FWC CARS respectively.

The text has been revised to address the comment.

FWC-11 Page 67, section 5.3.3, third paragraph inaccurately states that the RPA of
the FWS final biological opinion on the Cape Sable Seaside Sparrow
requires that water be dischared through WCA 3b into NESRS. Rather, the
Opinion states that 60% of regulatory wtaer be discharged into NESRS east
f th 167 xt n inn I vee.

The text has been revised to address the comment.

FWC-12 Page 76, section 5.4, first line should be edited to state that the L-29 canal
also serves as a recreational fishery.

The text has been revised to address the comment.

FWC-13 On page 202-204, section 5.11 a clarification is needed to show how
alternative 7 better meets the flow requirements.

The text has been revised to address the comment.

FWC-14 To facilite review, it would be better to move the COE-s responses to the
draft CAR to the beginning of Appendix J.

Agreed. Comments have been moved.

Audobon of Florida AOF-1 The portion of Tamiami Trail outside the 3000 foot bridge should not be
modified under results of the FIR for the first phase of CERP are identified.
A maintenance agreement or other applicable document should be
developed to ensure the structural integrity of the trail and the safety of
motorists during the brief interval between MWD and
Decnmnartmentalizafion Phase I

A draft real estate agreement has been developed and sent to FDOT for coordination. At this time, the agreement has not be finalized and will not be
ready to include in the final GRR. The Corps needs real estate rights to flow water across Tamiami Trail and has offered to purchase real estate rights
from FDOT. FDOT would use or not use the funds, as it sees fit, to protect the unbridged road bed from damage from high water. Negotiations
between the COE and DOT are underway. The recommended plan will include the road raising and the placement of the bridge since final negotiations
have not been completed with FDOT.

South Florida Regional
Planning Council

RPC-1 Concerned with the impacts of the projects on the water gality, wildlife habitat
and the overall ecological integrity of the region. The project should be
consistent with the goals and policies of the Miami-Dade County
comprehensive plan and its corresponding land development regulations, the
Everglades National Park management plan, the Lower East Coast WAter
Suooly Plan and the CFRP.

Concur

RPC-2 Recommends the the impacts to the natural systems be minimized to the
greatest extent and that the permit grantor determine the extent of sensitive
wildlife and vegetative communitise in the vicinity of the project and require
protection and or mitigation of disturbed habitat.

Concur

RPC-3 The goals and policies of the Strategic Regional Policy Plan should be
observed when making decisions regarding this project.

Concur

Ruth H. Clark RHC-1 Hope that it would be possible to construct the 3000 foot bridge at a site that
is compatible with possible CERP alternatives, ie. Alternative 5c.

The bridge would be designed to maximize computability with possible CERP plans.

Florida Biodiversity
Protect

FBP-1 Urges the COE to select Alternative 5c as the preferred alternative. This is not possible for the reasons described in the report.

FBP-2 The project goal dealing with the restoratino of hydrologic conditions should
be modified to state that "the overall goal for the Tamiai Trail Project is to
maximize hydrologic and ecologic restoration through modificatinos to the
existing roadway to allow for moer natural flow conditions in a manner
compatible with the restoration requirements of the 1989 ENP Protection and
Fxnansion Act "

The project goals and objectives have been developed and coordinated with the interagency team.

FBP-3 The COE must consider the cost of retrofitting and ecological costs in
addition to the overall construction, maintenance, recurring and life cycle
costs.

The bridge would be designed to maximize compatability with possible CERP plans, thereby minimizing retrofitting costs. Ecological costs are non-
quantifiable.

FBP-4 The cost effectiveness objective should be modified to include the cost of
retrofitting and ecological costs in addition to the overall construction,
maintenance, recurrinq and life cvcel costs.

The project goals and objectives have been developed and coordinated with the interagency team.

FBP-5 Alternative 5 is more consistent than the other alterantives evaluated in that
it provides more conveyance capacity and meets more restoration
obiectives.

Alternative 5 is not implementable because it exceeds the authority provided in the MWD legislation and exceeds the funds available in the NPS budget
to build the project. As such, it has been removed from further consideration for this project and no furher analysis of it is appropriate.

FBP-6 Alternative 5 provides greater hydrological benefits which results in more
natural sheetflow, decomparmentalization and ecological connectivity.

Alternative 5 is not implementable because it exceeds the authority provided in the MWD legislation and exceeds the funds available in the NPS budget
to build the project. As such, it has been removed from further consideration for this project.

FBP-7 The COE should further analyze PM 4, Wetland acreage restored.
Alternative 5 maximizes wetland acreage restoration.

Since alternative 5 is not being considered further, there is no need to refine the analysis.

FBP-8 The project objective standard should be revised to only "consider"
recreational impacts instead of minimizing recreational impacts. The
performance measures should be reevaluated in the final GRR/SEIS.

All performance measures must be given equal weight and therefore we must miniminze all negative impacts associated with construction of the
recommended plan.
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FBP-9 The draft GRR/SEIS overstates the performance measure of ecological

integrity of Alternative 7a in Section 5.8.8. The 3000 foot bridge would only
provide 5 % of the ecological connectivity.

Concu Te t will be revised to reflect the comment.

FBP-10 Section 5.8.8 notes that the retaining the existing culvert system under
Tamiami Trail would assist in maintaining sheetflow. How can this be when
the highway is considered a barrier7

The existing 19 sets of culverts assist in spreading the flow across the 10.7 mile flow section. It is beyond the scope of this project to consider issues of
sheetflow in analysis of the alternatives. It will be left to CERP; it is not practicable for Tamimai Trail. MWD authority directs the Corps to restore natural
hydrologic conditions in the Park to the extent practicable.

FBP-1 1 To comply with the intent of NEPA the COE should identify the
environmentally preferred alternative.

There is no NEPA requirement to label any alternative as environmentally preferred. The FWS presents their view of this in their CAR.

FBP-12 Other federal funding sources should be pursued and the results included in
the final GRR/SEIS.

It is beyond the scope and authority of this project to explore alternative sources of funding beyond that which Congress intended.

FBP-13 Long term maintenance of the roadbed, ramps, signage, piers and water
quality system should be a FOOT responsibility.

FDOT will have the maintenance responsibility for any highway facilities the Corps constructs as part of this project.

FBP-14 It is not accurate to say the Alternative 7a best meets all project objectives
as does Section 5.11.5. Additional information on a flow analysis and a
comprehensive discussion on sheetflow is needed to support this finding.

When considering the MWD authority and the purpose of the project, Alternative 7a does meet the project objectives better than other alternatives that
could be implemented under MWD. Further discussion regarding a flow analysis or comprehensive discussion of sheetflow is not considered necessary
with this MWD project and is more applicable to CERP applications.

FBP-15 The final GRR/SEIS should include a comprehensive analysis on the
ecological impacts of roads and more specifically on the Tamiami Trail in
order to fully comply with NEPA.

The Tamiami Trail project objective is to improve conveyance of water across the highway to meet the flow design of the MWD project. It is not meant to
analyze impacts of highways on wildlife. The discussion in the comment and in the CAR is hereby incorporated.

FBP-16 If water quality treatment can be deferred until Decomp, the final GRR/SEIS
should provide details on how and when it may be integrated and should also
list relevant water quality regulations and standards and how the alterantives
comply or do not comply.

By letter of February 18, 2002, the FDEP concluded that stormwater treatment is not required for this project (see Public Comment Appendix). FDEP
will make a separate determination for any CERP plan. The COE does not concur that the GRR needs to address any further water quality concerns.

FBP-17 A comprehensive risk analysis should be included in the final GRR/SEIS
relating to saturation of the existing roadbed, potholes, cracking, overtopping
and complete washout.

The FDOT is the agency of expertise on road bed damage from flooding. They will be responsible for any analysis of the need and methods for
protecting the unbridged road bed.

FBP-18 The amount of fill needed to raise the road profile to prevent potential
damage from overtopping during incrased flows associated with MWD
should be clarified in the final GRR/SEIS.

The FOOT is the agency of expertise on road bed damage from flooding. They will be responsible for any analysis of the need and methods for
protecting the unbridged road bed. The exact amount of fill cannot be determined at this time; however, if the COE pursues construction of raising the
remaining portion of Tamiami Trail, the amount of fill will be determined during the plans and specifications phase.

FBP-19 A risk analysis should be undertaken to determine if fill material would be
absolutely required to withstand increased flows.

The FOOT is the agency of expertise on road bed damage from flooding. They will be responsible for any analysis of the need and methods for
protecting the unbridged road bed

FBP-20 Funding for incidental damage to the road should be paid for by FHA or
FOOT, not DOI.

The FOOT is the agency of expertise on road bed damage from flooding. They will be responsible for any analysis of the need and methods for
protecting the unbridqed road bed. FOOT will have the responsibility for maintenance of the road.

FBP-21 The final GRR/SEIS should fully address and disclose any proposals or
agreements for contingency funding to address potential overtopping of the
road.

There are no such proposals or agreements. A draft real estate agreement has been developed. Negotiations are underway with FDOT to for the
Corps to purchase real estate rights from FDOT to flow water across Tamiami Trail. FOOT would use or not use the funds, as it sees fit, to protect the
unbridged road bed from damage from high water.

FBP-22 Without formal consultation with FWS on listed species that may be affected
by the project, the FWS could not prepare a draft Biological opinion.

ESA consultation is required on the final recommended plan, which is not identified until the FEB. By deferring it until then, it obviates the need for a
draft BO and a subsequent final.

South Florida Anglers for
Everglades Restoration

SFAER-1 Once the bridge is built, the addition of an airboat passage will become too
expensive and complex. The time for action by the COE is now, in the
planning staes of bridge construction.

Consideration of an airboat passage would be better left to CERP where there might be increased justification if there was direct connection between the
WCA 3B marsh and the Tamiami Canal or NESRS by removal of L-29. Project sequencing will allow time to adjust bridge design to accomodate airboat
passage if that becomes justified.

US Department of
Interior

DOI-1 Development of a real estate agreement should be timely and prior to the
release of the final GRR/SEIS.

A draft real estate agreement has been developed. Negotiations are underway with FOOT to for the Corps to purchase real estate rights from FDOT to
flow water across Tamiami Trail. FDOT would use or not use the funds, as it sees fit, to protect the unbridged road bed from damage from high water.
The real estate agreement will not be implemented before the final GRR/SEIS is complete.
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DO -2 The Corps should actively involve the FWS and NPS in the development of

the real estate agreement.
DOI has been brought into discussions on the draft agreement and will continue to be part of the team that is developing the agreement.

DOI-3 The Corps should officially recognize and concur with the recommendations
and findings in Section LA and B. of the FWCA report.

There are no recommendations made in Section 1A and B to which to respond. We recognize the DOI findings in those sections.

DOI-4 Deferring issues such as the exotic removal plan, implementing necessary
water quality features, conducting an interagency wildlife mortality study and
developing a recreational access plan leaves unanswered questions. The
fi nal GRR/SEIS should provide a thorough discussion on how the deferment
of these issues will impact fish and wildlife resources and how planning for
these concerns will be integrated into the CERP Decomp project.

There would be minimal effects of deferring the stated items to CERP because CERP planning and decisions would be concluded before the subject
project is constructed. If CERP funds are available to undertake the activities, they could be carried out, as appropriate, immediately upon executing
the decision.

DOI-5 The GRR/SEIS overstates the significance of the ecological connectivity of
the preliminary recommended plan,

The preliminary recommended plan does increase the ecological connectivity along the project area althought it does not provide the connectivity that
future CERP projects may provide.

DOI-6 Recommend that "limited connectivity" be used to describe alternative 7a
and that "enhancement of aquatic biological communities" be either be
supported by factual analyses or removed from the final GRR/SEIS.

The amount of connectivity has been addressed in the performance measure matrix and how the various alternatives compare with each other.
Althought not to the extent that future CERP actions may enhance aquatic biological communities, this project under MWD does make improvements to
the existing conditions.

DOI-7 There are scaling discrepencies is section 5.11 that should be corrected. The scaling differences relate to how the hydrologic information was assembled. With the full causeway, since a large area is being shown, the scale is
smaller to ensure the full effects can be seen.

DOI-8 The flow distribution analysis in the draft GRR/SEIS should be combined with
the flow velocity analysis contained in the draft FWCA reprot to create a
more complete picture of the hydrologic effects of the proejct alternatives. A
discussion is needed regarding the ability of the various project alternatives
to restore sheetflow to the Shark River Slough and the Park.

Further analysis of flow distribution is beyond the scope of the project.

DOI-9 A more localized description of the bridge siting is needed throughout the
document.

The final siting will be made during development of detailed plans and specifications. An interagency approach can be taken.

DOI-10 Recommend adjustments to the siting/design of the bridge be made during
an interagency onsite inspection(s) prior to the final GRR/SEIS with the goal
of locating the western terminus of the bridge as close to Blue Shanty Canal
as practicable.

The final siting will be made during development of detailed plans and specifications. An interagency approach can be taken. The final siting of the
bridge will be shown in the plans and specifications and will not be available for the final GRR/SEIS.

DOI-11 Further investigations into the current abutment design and its ability to
provide the capability to help wildlife pass safety is recommended.

Concur; during plans and specifications, the current abutment design will be investigated to see if it can assist in the safe passage of wildlife under the
highway.

DOI-12 It is understood that the Corps will continue listed species coordination into
the final GRR/SEIS stage.

ESA coordination has been completed. The listing error of the Everglades mink has been corrected.

DOI-13 It is requested that the final GRR/SEIS include a discussion regarding the
necessary measures the Corps and NPS are taking to address issues
associated with the Osceola Camp as related to the MWD project.

The Osceola Camp will not be affected by the recommended plan. All other alternatives provided continued access. ENP has been given responsibility
to address any flooding concerns regarding the MWD project.

DOI-14 All planning efforts that may affect cultural or religious interests, including
archeological sites, should be closely coordinated with the Miccosukee Tribe.

The Miccosukee Tribe has been and will continue to be closely coordinated with on the project.

DOI-15 Before dismissing the integration of wetland mitigation into the project design,
it is requested that the Corps investigate the feasibility of incorporating this

e of wetland restoration effort into the o ect.

Soaping-down old fill is considered mitigation, which is not needed for this project.

DOI-16 The Corps should fully describe and quantify the wetland functional gains
attributable to the preliminary recommended plan for disclosure in the final
GRR/SEIS in order to justify the use of the term "self"mitigating".

The MWD project objective is to improve water deliveries to ENP by returning WCA 3B and NESRS to the Everglades hydrologic system. This would
result in functional improvement in several hundred thousand acres of wetlands. This improvement would offset many times over the minimal loss of
wetlands from constructing any of the alternative plans, i.e., the project is self-mitigating. This does not need to be quantified because, if the functional
gain was thought to barely come close to offsetting the losses, there would be no justification for spending the millions to build the project.

DOI-17 It appears inconsistent to claim both credit for exotic vegetation removal and
also defer exotic vegetation removal to CERP.

xotic vegetation will be removed in the area immediately adjacent to the bridge construction.

DOI-18 The final report should contain a separate impact statement and separate
project report to fully comply with NEPA. The documentation provided does
not provide a clear analysis of alternatives and full disclosure of project
impacts.

It is not practical at this stage to reformate the document. All items that are required by NEPA have an * placed beside them in the table of contents for
easy identification,

DOI-19 Section 1.1, page 2 erroneously references section 104 of the Act regarding
ENP rather than section 101 of the Act.

The text has been revised to reflect the comment.
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DOI-20 Last sentence of Section 2.55, page 65 states that the FWCA tha the FWS

and State report are included in Appendices A and B. These are found in
Appendices I and J.

The text has been revised to reflect the comment,

DOI-21 Section 5.2, page 65, the first sentence states that the objective is to provide
a technical solution that is "also compatible with the expected hydraulic
conveyance of CERP as modeled by the restudy and the Act of 1989." This
leads to confusion since it is stated in other sectinos that this is a separate
nroiect.

The purpose of this statement was to explain that this MWD project has not been developed without considering how it would be compatible with future
CERP actions.

DOI-22 Section 5.7.2, page 140, last sentence mentions eliminating the culverts
under the 'b" option for water quality. It was understood that the culverts
would remian for all alternatives. Please clarify.

The text has been revised to reflect the comment.

DO(-23 Section 5.7.5.4, page 146, fourth paragraph states that "if in the future, it
becomes desirable to restore ecological connectivity between WCA 3B and
ENP through the removal of the L-29 Levee and the filling of the L-29
Canal..."

Restoring connectivity between WCA 38 and ENP is more applicable to future CERP actions.

DOI-24 Section 5.8.6, page 189 states that Alternative 5 would result in significat
wetland functional gains and the next sentence reflects that this alternative is
also the least damaging to wetlands. Recommend rewording since there are
no damages associated with Alternative 5.

The text has been revised to reflect the comment.

DOI-25 Section 5.9.1, page 195 states that all alternatives were analyzed in-depth
with regard to engineering. The appendix that was distributed does not
contain this information and therefore this is in contrast with part 1502.14 of
CEQ's Implementing Regulations.

Do not concur. The comment provides the wrong CEO reference. CEO part 1502.21 provides for "incorporation by reference" in order to "cut down on
bulk without impeding agency or public review of the action." The Engineering Appendix was provided along with the SDEIS to agencies and was made
available for review by the general public at several area libraries. This is consistent with CEO guidance.

DOI-26 Section 5.10.3.1, page 199, third paragraph states that inclusion of
Alternatives 5 and 6 in plan formulatino occurred only as a result of input
from the Department and conservation organizations. Recommend this be re
written to reflect the planning team approach.

The text has been revised to reflect the comment.

DOI-27 Table 32, page 206, the "not applicable" designation listed for Objective 5,
PM 1 is misleading. We recommend including an additional performance
measure for "wetland functional units gained."

All objectives and performance measures were developed and agreed upon by the interagency team, which included DOI agencies.

DOI-28 Section 5.12, page 208 needs more information what additional NEPA
documentation would be needed if the bridge is resided.

Depending on specifics, resiting could be covered in an EA or may not need any further documentation.

DOI-29 Section 7.6.6, page 223, it is important to disclose in the final GRR/SEIS the
phasing of construction as to not cause significant impacts to threatened or
endangered species.

This is covered in the COE's Biological Assessment, which will be included in the FEIS.

DOI-30 Section 7.11, page 225, it is inaccurate to state that the removal of exotic
vegetation on the south side of the trail would enhance the aesthetics.
Removal of the exotics would do little to improve the views when driving at
grade, unless on encountered an elevated bridge. See the WRAP for
additional information.

The text has been revised to reflect the comment.

DOI-31 Section 7.20, page 229, the final GRR/SEIS should provide some measure
or assessment of the MWD actions that would "greatly outweigh any
unavioidable adverse impacts", similar to self-mitigating comment.

The MWD project objective is to improve water deliveries to ENP by returning WCA 3B and NESRS to the Everglades hydrologic system. This would
result in functional improvement in several hundred thousand acres of wetlands. This improvement would offset many times over the minimal loss or
adverse impacts to wetlands from constructing any of the alternative plans, i.e., the project is self-mitigating. This does not need to be quantified
because, if the functional gain was thought to barely come close to offsetting the losses, there would be no justification for spending the millions to build
the rrroiect.

DOI-32 Section 7.27, page 230, there is a contradiction with using the term mitigating
adverse impacts when in Appendix I, page 3 self-mitigating is used. This
should be explained. In addition, the Everglades mink referenced in this
section isnot a federally listed species and as such does not require inclusion
in the. referenced RA.

The text has been revised to reflect the comment.

DOI-33 Section 7.29.2, page 232, It is premature to conclude that the project
com lies with the section 7 consultation until the BA is submitted.

The referenced statement will be accurate at the FEIS stage.



Corps of Engineers Response
DOI-34 Appendices, they are out of order. Noted. This will be corrected.
DOI-35 Summary Comments - the flow distribution analysis contained in the draft

GRR/SEIS should be combined with the flow velocity anlaysis continaed int
eh draft FWCA report to generate a more complete picture of the hydrologic
effects of the proiect alternatives.

Further analysis of flow distribution is beyond the scope of the project.

DOI-36 Summary Comments - Discussion is needed regarding the relative abilities of
the alternatives to restore sheetflow to the Shark River Slough and the Park.

Further analysis of flow distribution is beyond the scope of the project.

DOI-37 Summary Comments - more discussion is needed on hbow the Tamiami Trail
component of MWD will be integrated into the CERP
Decompartmentalization. Particularly, the deferment of important
components of the Tamaimi Trail including the sequencing/timeing of the
intenratinn.

Alternative actions and recommendations by agencies or the general public that are beyond the scope of the MWD project may be considered during
the CERP PIR/EIS process. Any information and analyses generated during the subject project could be incorporated/integrated into that decision
document.

Environmental
Protection Agency

EPA-1 Water quality considerations should play a central role in how discharge
operations occur.

The comment better applies to operations that will be considered in the upcoming CSOP document.

EPA-2 A long-term water quality monitoring program should be established at the
site of the bridge opening.

Consideration will be given to making the bridge opening one of the WQ monitoring sites for ENP water deliveries. However, the decision might best be
deferred until the CERP plan for Tamiami is determined so as to enable a choice of the most relevant location. At present, WQ monitoring is done at
each of the 19 sets of culverts under the Trail in the proiect area.

EPA-3 An evaluation is needed in the final GRR/SEIS which addresses the potential
long-term water quality impolications of storm water discharges originating
from the south side of the bridge. If it were determined that the walter quality
an dthe underlying marsh would be significantly affected, a conveyance
system to capture storm water leaving the road surface and directing it to the
Tamiami Trail would need to be designed.

The Corps will design the bridge so that all bridge runoff will be directed to the canal side, as requested by FDEP.

Miccosukee Tribe Mic-1 The draft GRR/SEIS does not contain a referece to the tribe's rejection of the
skyway alternative that was articulated to the Corps before the draft was
released,

Pre-coordination comments other than Scoping are not presented nor addressed in a DEIS because it is considered that the commenter should have
the benefit of the complete document before the comment is registered so it would not represent premature views. In the present case, the Tribe had
also supported the "skyway" alternative by letter of 20 June 2000. The information developed on the full bridging of Tamiami Trail is included, however
he alternative was screened out from further consideration.

Mic-2 Maximum advantage should be taken of existing infrastructure the addition of
new infrasturcture should only occur when absolutely essential to protect
public health an dsafey and to meet MWD requirements.

The recommended alternative provides the minimum infrastructure to meet the requirements of the MWD project within the fiscal constraints of the
project.

Mic-3 The selected alternative must ensure that MWD is complete and operational
by December 31, 2003.

It is estimated that the design and construction of the recommended alternative would require about four years, so completion would be some time in
2006. The December 31, 2003 date referenced came from the FWS's February 1999 Biological Opinion (BO). That date has since been rescinded by
their April 2002 amended BO on the IOP.

Mic-4 Any alternative that delays MWD beyond December 31, 2003 should be
removed from further consideration.

The December 31, 2003 date referenced came from the FWS's February 1999 Biological Opinion (BO). That date has since been rescinded by their
April 2002 amended BO on the IOP.

Mic-5 Any plan recommended must be consistent with the requirements of PL101-
229, WRDA 2000, NEPA, ESA and the Corps' trust responsibility to the tribe.

Any play that the Corps would recommened would be consistent with the listed items.

Mic-6 The tribe will oppose any plan that has an adverse impact on the Tiger Tail or
Osceola Camps.

No such impacts are expected.

Mic-7 The water management system must be operated to ensure that the accesss
and eqress of the Tribe is not jeopardized.

Concur.

Mic-8 Ensuring compatibility with CERP cannot delay MWD. Concur. Such delays are unexpected.
Mic-9 The Corps has not fully complied with NEPA requirements outlined in Section

4 as the project is improperly segmented.
Comment noted. This comment is on process and is not applicable and does not require a response.

Mic-10 Benefits as described in the draft GRR/SEIS should include the 900,000
acres of Everglades wetlands.

Investigations into the benefits obtained by full restoration will be applicable to future CERP studies/projects,

Mic-11 The draft does not include issues such as the impact of the proejct and
project delays on Tribal Everglades and the endngered and threatened
species that inhabit these areas.

The impacts sited would relate to water manage operations which are being addressed in CSOP. That project is scheduled for completion by December
2005, very close the the anticpated completion date for Tamiami Trail.

Mic-12 The cost of delay must be assessed as it was in the 8.5 square mile for each
alternative.

The time to complete each alternative was addressed in the performance measures in terms of months/construction duration. The true ecological cost
of delay cannot be determined with any accuracy because they are so dependant on meteorological conditions during the period in question.

Mic-13 The draft GRR/SEIS improperly defines the future without project conditions
under NEPA Section 3. The future without project condition is the future
without any MWD project not the condition of the study area

The COE does not concur. The future without project condition is the future without condition with no modifications to Tamiami Trail. It must be
considered that all components as outlined in the 1992 GDM would be implemented.

Mic-14 NEPA requires that the cumulative impacts of past, present and future
actions be analyzed in the final GRR/SEIS.

The COE did analyze cumulative impacts

Mic-15 The alternatives listed in Section 5.10.3 that cannot be completed by
December 31, 2003 should have been deemed unreasonable and should not
have been inlcued in the draft GRR/SEIS.

It is estimated that the design and construction of the recommended alternative would require about four years, so completion would be some time in
2006. The December 31, 2003 date referenced came from the FWS's February 1999 Biological Opinion (BO). That date has since been rescinded by
their April 2002 amended BO on the IOP.



rommenter Comment Number Synopsized Comment Corps of Engineers Response / Change to GRR/SEIS if Applicable
Mic-16 Additional analysis is needed to determine it the culvert's capacity can be

increased by removal of mud and debris. This low cost, low infrastructure
alternative should be assessed fully.

FDOT performed a culvert analysis that investigaed the impact of vegetation and siltation of flows. In summary, it was determined that water level was
the factor for flow rate through the culverts and not obstructions. Reference Appendix E.

Mic-17 The draft FWS CAR Wrap is fundamentally flawed. The WRAP is a product of the the FWS which is not subject to comment or revision by the COE.
Mic-18 The draft report states that there are 2 PIRs underway, one for the MWD

Tamiami Trail component and one for the CERP component. It states that
planning efforts for the CERP Decomp are scheduled to be completed prior
to construction of MWD Tamiami Trail. Does this mean that there is some
undisclosed potential plan to substitute the skyway for the preliminary
recommended nian before it is huilfl

No. This statement reflects the intent to continually consider compatifility with future CERP actions. There will be no substitutions of plans. The
preliminary recommended plan that is built as part of MWD will be that which is described in the final GRR/SEIS. That is not to say that CERP could not
propose adding to the MWD plan to create a "skyway."

Mic-19 The Corps must fully outline any future potential plans that they are aware of
that may impact the selectino and or completino of the final recommended
plan in the final GRR/SEIS.

No such plans are envisioned.

Mic-20 The federal objective outlined in Section 5.2 should be to only pass those
flows that will result under the MWD project.

Concur.

Mic-21 The cost of dealy that will be caused to the Miccosukee Tribal lands should
be listed as a performance measure for analyzing the alternatives in Section
5.5.

The objectives and performance measures of this project were developed by the interagency team which included representatives from the Miccosukee
Tribe.

Mic-22 The selection of the alternative that meets the project purpose and will allow
the expeditious completion of the project will benefit 900,000 acres of the
Everglades and is truly the environmentally preferred alternative.

The COE has not identified an environmentally preferred alterative. However, DOI in their CAR identify alternative 5a as being the environmentally
preferred plan.

Mic-23 The Corps has no responsibility or authority to analyze unreasonable or
unimplementable alterantives.

Concur.

Mic-24 The Corps should not have evaluated the unreasonable alterantives 5 and 6
in the draft GRR/SEIS.

These have been removed from further consideration. However, in a letter dated 20 June 200 the Miccosukee Tribe "advocated that Tamiami Trail
should be raised up on stilts along its entire length." Alternatives were evaluated equally and the information included within the GRR. However, it
should be noted that the full "skyway' was removed from further consideration during the plan formulation process.

Mic-25 The project area assessed under the ESA in the draft GRR/SEIS is
inadequate, Section 5.4.3. This analysis must include any potential adverse
impacts t the endangered species on Tribal Everglades in WCA 3A, including
the snail kite and the wood stork, that have been caused, and will continue to
be caused, by teh delay of teh MWD project.

The project area is that which would be directly affected by constructino of this MWD project. Indirect effects of delay is more a function of operations
which will be addressed in CSOP.

Mic-26 Section 1.2, the Miccosukee Tribe never operated as part of any advisory
team that gave recommendations or advice to the Corps. Section should be
revised to remove this reference.

The Miccosukee Tribe was included in the interagency team and were given an role as the other agencies involved. As such, it is appropriate to list
them as being a member of this team. The tribe took part in a number of meetings including ones where objectives and performance measures were
discussed.

Mic-27 They study authority is misstated in the first paragraph in Section 1 and
should read: "...authorized the Secretary of the Army to undertake certain
action to improve water deliveries to ENP to the extent practicable to restore
natural hydrologic conditions..."

Concur. Text will be revised to reflect the comment,

Mic-28 The Corps should not base interim flow targets on a faulty BO that has never
been subject to NEPA review.

Case law has determined that Biological Opinions by the FWS under the ESA are not subject to NEPA review.

Mic-29 The draft GRR/SEIS fails to mention the historical importance of the
authenitic Miccosukee Indian Village along old Tamiami Trail and including
the tree islands in WCA-3A.

Reference to the authentic Miccosukee Indian Village and tree islands in WCA-3A, these areas lie outside of the project area for this MWD project.

Mic-30 The scope of tribal lands should include both rservation and lease lands in
WCA 3A and the Miccosukee Reserved areas, Section 2.0 and 2.14 in the
draft GRR/SEIS.

The tribal lands that lie within the project limits have been fully described within paragraph 2.14. The other Tribal lands referenced in the comment lie
outside the project area and will not be affected by this MWD project. Any effects on those lands would be an operational effect which will be addressed
during CSOP.

Mic-31 The Corps has not identified the effects the MWD project water levels will
have on the Osceola camp, Section 2.14.

The Tamiami Trail MWD project will have no affects on water levels. Such effects will be a result of operations which will be addressed during CSOP.

Mic-32 Section 4.0 of the the final GRR/SEIS should describe in detail how the
chosen alternative will allow the road's capability for evacuation during
hurricane season.

There are no anticipated changes on how the road will be able to accommodate those evaucating during a hurricane threat. During construction, the full
traffic capacity of the road will be maintained.

Mic-33 The Tribe is concerned with the Corp's plan for 2 PIRs outlined on page 201
of Section 4.4 and that this approach will keep the preferred alternative from
being implemented.

Two PIPS reflects the intent to continually consider compatifility with future CERP actions. This method will not prevent the recommended plan from
being constructed.

Mic-34 Reference the socioeconomic fators outlined in Section 5.5, the Tribe
reitterates that they will not accept any adverse impacts to either the Tiger
Tail or Osceola camps.

No such impacts are expected.

Mic-35 Section 5.4.8, the alternative selected should be able to pass MWD flows
and the legally mandated water level in the L-29 canal must not be
exceeded.

Concur.

Mic-36 Section 5.10.3.1, this section should also include language that the costs of
MWD should not exceed those allowed by Section 902 without going back to
Congress.

Noted; however the COE does not feel that it is necessary to modify this section of the report.



Commenter Comment N__umber Synopsized Comment Corps of Engineers Response / Change to GRRISEIS if Applicable
Mic-37 The Corps must select an alternative that is within its funding constraints,

and the statuatory authority of PL 101-229 to ensure the MWD project will be
completed expeditiously.

Concur.

Mic-38 The Tribe objects to betterments to protect and enhance wildlife as becoming
part of the preferred altenrative process sine it would require going before
the SFWMD governing board and would seriously delay the project.

Noted.

Mic-39 " Provide for conveyance capacity acreoss Tamiami Trail consistent with
restoration objectives" should be limited to the restoration objectives
authorized and defined by PL 101-229.

Concur.

Mic-40 The construction duration for the preliminary recommended plan is 24
months, which surpasses the jDecember 31, 2003 deadline for MWD. The
GRR does not address this deay issue and its potential impacts on the
roadbed. In Section 6.12, the Corps must disclose and justify any basis for
the alleged position that they can implement the flows of MWD prior to
cnmnletinn the Tamiami Trail comnnnent

The December 31, 2003 date is no longer a constraint based on the April 2002 amended Biological Opinion. MWD will be ready to implement once
CSOP is complete, which is anticipated to be December 2005 which is almost simultaneous with this MWD component.

Mic-41 Reference Section 5.0, any alternative chosen must be operated in a way
that does not adversely impact transportation and compromise the health
and safety of the Tribe and the public, including during storms and
hurricanes.

The recommended altertaive will no adversely impact transportation or compromise the health and safety of the Tribe or the public during storms and
hurricanes.

Mic-42 What does the Corps mean by impact on boat access to the Tiger Tail camp,
per Seciton 7.14.

The 3000 foot bridge is not sited in the vicinity of the Tigertail camp; therfore, there are no direct impacts to tribal lands either during or after constructior
anticipated.

Mic-43 The draft GRR/SEIS has not assessed the impact that the flooding in WCA
3A, caused by the delay of MWD, has had on Tribal businesses nor does it
assess the potential impacts that construction activities will have on the
Miccosukee Resort and Gaming Facility and the Tribe's Indian Village,
Airboats. Restaurant and nas station.

This MWD project will have no direct impacts on any of the listed activities.

Mic-44 Section 7.17 should analyze the disparate impacts being caused to
Miccosukee Tribal Everglades lands, and the Tribe's culture and way of life
due to the failture to implement the MWD proiect.

Text has been revised to address this comment. There are no direct or indirect impacts expected with implementation of this project; therefore, no
cumulative impacts should be expected.

Radio One, Inc. ROI-1 It is not clear what businesses were considered with regard to maintaining
access or how such access would be provided or the associated costs.

All businesses with current access to their property along Tamiami Trail, including Radio One, Inc., will have their access fully maintained during
construction by any means appropriate at no cost to them.

ROI-2 The increased water levels could limit access to the Radio One property
even during minor storm events, thus adversely affecting Radio One's
operations and likely result in erosion damage to the road beds and tower
pads.

I mpacts to access from potential future flooding would be an operational issue that will be addressed during CSOP. The Tamiami Trail project is a
structural not operational project. Increased conveyance under Tamiami Trail would not in of itself raise water levels higher than they now exist from
conveyance via the existing 19 sets of culverts.

ROI-3 The increased water levels could result in signal disruption or distrtion
interfering with Radio One's broadcast capabilities.

See response above,

ROI-4 Radio One's property should be more fully evaluated using the Corps
modeled hydraulic conditions to better understand the ultimate effect on its
property.

The requested modeling will be done under CSOP.

ROI-5 Impacts to access need to be considered not only in light of this project but
also other projects undertaken or to be undertaken that could result in
impacts to this area.

The referenced impacts were considered and reported on under IOP and will also be addressed under the upcoming CSOP.

ROI-6 The draft GRR/SEIS does not adequately condsider the socio-economic,
economic, environmental and cumulative impacts or costs.

The referenced impacts are not germane to the project, as described above.

National Parks
Conservation
Association

NPCA-1 Disagree with the approach of determining the preferred alternative based on
unweighted performance measures.

It is the policy of the COE and sponsor to not weigh performance measures.

NPCA-2 The project objectives should be weighted to enable the factors contributing
to ecological restoration to take precedence.

It is the policy of the COE and sponsor to not weigh performance measures or project objectives.

NPCA-3 It is difficult to understand how alternative 7a and 7b and 5a and 5b have
similar low ratings under Objective 2's performance measures.

Noted. The performance measure matrix has been revised.

NPCA-4 Performance measures under objective 1 do not reflect what true cost
effectiveness is. Items such as retrofit costs and overall cost effectiveness
for tax payers is more applicable.

The performance measures under objective 1 follow economic guidelines that the COE must utilize. By evaluating life cycle cost, that is a representativf
of what the project will cost over its life.

NPCA-5 The final GRR/SEIS must make it clear that the reason for selecting the less
optimal alternative are the obstacles set up by Congress.

It was determined that Alternative 7a best meets the goal of MWD. Any alternative that exceeds what is needed for MWD is not considered reasonable.

NPCA-6 Hope that the planners will do their best to work towards full raising an
dbridging of Tamiami Trail through this project and CERP. The final
GRR/SEIS must acknowldge this need in a way that will be useful to
decisionmakers, and that W RDA and fiscal constraints were the deciding
factors fnr.etentinnAlternativaZa.

It was determined that the purpose of this project was to pass MWD flows from Tamiami Canal into ENP. The alternatives outlined all would pass these
flows, however it was determined that several of the alternatives exceeded what was necessary to pass the increased flows. The minimal opening
needed to pass the flows, whether a single opening or a series of small openings, was determined to be what was required. The 3000 foot bridge as
identified as part of Alternative 7a, was determined to be the minimal opening required in a single brige to pass the increased flows.



{ Comment Number S no -sized Comment Corps of Engineers Response / Change to GRR/SEIS if Applicable

p
FDOT-1 The amount of design life for the existing culverts under Tamiami Traillisted

as 300 years on page 47 should be clarified.
The text has been revised to address the comment.

FDOT-2 Continued coordination with the SHPO is needed since Tamiami Trail has
been designatied as potentially eligible for listing as a historical site.

Concur. The Corps has determined that the Tamiami Trail, the Tamiami Canal, and the Cooperstown Airboat concession are eligible for inclusion on the
National Register of Historic Places. The Corps has further determined that the undertaking will have an adverse effect on the Tamiami Trail and may
have an adverse effect on the Tamiami Canal. These determinations were made in fulfillment of the requirements of 36 CFR Part 800. In a letter dated
September 27, 2001, the Florida State Historic Preservation Officer has concurred with these determination (Appendix G). Further consultation
rerrardinn notential ways to mitinate adverse effects will he conducted.

FDOT-3 There is no explanation in the draft document specifically detialing how this
restoration project would offset unavoidable wetland impacts associated with
various alternatives or the preliminary recommended plan.

The MWD project objective is to improve water deliveries to ENP by returning WCA 3B and NESRS to the Everglades hydrologic system. This would
result in functional improvement in several hundred thousand acres of wetlands. This improvement would offset many times over the minimal loss or
adverse impacts to wetlands from constructing any of the alternative plans, i.e., the project is self-mitigating.

FDOT-4 Losses in wetland acreage should be listed in acres in addition to functional
units.

Since the wetland analysis was prepared by the FWS in their CAR, the Corps must use the wetland units they provide. However, the Clean Water Act
Section 404(b)(1) evaluation of the recommended plan (Appendix K) does provide acreage for permitting purposes.

FDOT-5 The final GRR/SEIS should explain further the distinction in Table 15, page
149 between "direct effects" and "indirect effects."

The document text directs the reader to the FWS CAR Appendix for more complete information. This would include clarification of direct and indirect
effects.

FDOT-6 All potential contamination sites or generators adjacent to the corridor should
be Isited, and results of the contaminatino assessement for each site should
be provided.

A complete Level 1 contamination assessment has been made of the corridor, and no sites of concern for HTRW contamination were found (DEIS
Figure 3). The SFWMD would be responsible for any remediation needs if new information on contamination is developed during construction.

FDOT-7 The statement about a design variance was not carried forward in the draft
document.

It is not believed that a design variance will be needed.

FDOT-8 It is anticipated that the Corps will relocate french drains from beneath the
guardrails during the design phase in order to meet FDOT requirements.

Concur. Coordinatino with FDOT regarding design specifics will occur during plans and specifications.

FDOT-9 There is no documentation in the report that the Corps has received an
exemption from FDEP regarding stormwater treatment.

By letter of February 18, 2002, the FDEP concluded that stormwater treatment is not required (see Public Comment Appendix).

FDOT-10 There is no indication to the location of the public meeting that was held on
December 18, 2001.

The text has been updated to reflect the comment. Notification was sent regarding the location of the public meeting. At the time the draft document
was printed, the meeting location had not been established.

FDOT-11 FDOT's comments from the letter dated July 25, 2001 were not included in
Appendix C. Also, Appendix N contained no comments.

FDOT's comment letter of July 25, 2001 was not included because it was pre-coordination prior to the public comment period. The FEIS includes an
appendix with all comments received on the DEIS during the public comment period.

FDOT-12 Table 15, page 149, it is unclear how the additional 3.5 acres oto be restored
have been factored into the total losss of 3.42 functional units.

The information in Table 15 was provided by the FWS. They have corrected the functional unit calculation based on the comment.

FDOT-13 FDOT recommends that the Corps seek an early determination from FDEP
regarding the need for stormwater treatment.

See response 9, above.

FDOT-14 Prior to the assumption of responsibilities for maintenance, FDOT would
require assurances that th esubstitute facilites would be constructed in
accordance with Chapter 25 of the FDOT's plans preparation manual.

The project facilities would be constructed in accordance with Chapter 25.

FDOT-15 In the event that the proposed plan still results in inundation of the sub-base,
the Corps should provide the funding to FDOT for maintenance of early
pavement failure.

The Corps needs real estate rights from FDOT to flow the specified volume of water across Tamiami Trail at the specified canal stage. The real estate
rights to flow water is up to the anticipated maximum water level expected with MWD implementation.

Flordia Department of
Environmental
Protection

FDEP-1 The siting of the bridge needs to be clarified. On page 209 lists the site as
one mile from the western end of the corridor and other sections list between
Blue Shanty Canal and Coopertown.

The text will be revised to provide consistency in bridge location description.

FDEP-2 It is unclear how the Corps will avoid having CERP remove features funded
by MWD.

The schedule for the detailed plans and specifications for the MWD project will overlap the CERP PIR/EIS schedule such that when the decision is made
on the latter, the MWD plans can be adjusted to provide the best integration of the two projects.

FDEP-3 Until the final decision is made on the real estate agreement, it is impossible
to determine project environmental and monetary impacts.

The final recommended plan includes the 3000-foot bridge and the purchase of real estate rights from FDOT to flow water across Tamiami Trail. FDOT
may or may not use the funds to elevate the unbridged road bed or otherwise protect the unbridged roadbed. For the purposes of environmental
analysis in this Corps document, it is assumed that the road would elevate the unbridged road bed to prevent future damage.

FDEP-4 If flow location and direction are not adequately addressed, restoration of the
health of NESRS cannot be achieved.

It is beyond the scope of this project to consider issues of sheetflow in analysis of the alternatives. It will be left to CERP; it is not practicable for
Tamimai Trail. MWD authority directs the Corps to restore natural hydrologic conditions in the Park to the extent practicable.

FDEP-5 If future CERP projects call for the removal of the roadway that has been
raised, and therefore waste part of the money used to raise the road.

The recommended 3000-foot bridge alternative would be compatible with CERP. Raising the unbridged road bed might not, but that decision will be
FDOT's to make.

FDEP-6 It must be recognized that the existing roadway offers little treatment for
stormwater runoff and traffic on the roadway will increase.

Any future increase of traffic on the roadway would not be a result of this project. It is expected to increase with or without the project.

FDEP-7 Ask that the use of scuppers be limited and that runoff from the bridge
surface be safel directed off the bride toward the canal.

The bridge would be designed to manage runoff as requested.




































































































































































































































































































































































































































